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CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Robert Bell
Presi dent
Collis Inc.
Post 0ffi ce Box 231
Clinton, Iowa 5273?

Dear Mr. Bel'l :

RE: 2005 South 19th Street
Cl i nton, Iowa
EPA ID# IA0047303771

l'le have now completed our review of Terracon's Phase I pant 2 report onthe investigative and monitoring work being conclucted under the 3013 brder onConsent.

. - In general, we agree with the interpretations and recommendations madeby Terracon.- Specifically, the Environmental Protection Agency-iipnj-riii-no,
require the following:
.l.. 

EPA agrees that the current groundwater mon'itoring data does not indicatethat bedrock groundwater is at risk of contamination.- He also believe thatthe monitoring network js sufficient to allow this determination, regardingthe risk of bedrock groundwater contamination, to be made. If new information
were received relevant to this assessment we would reeva'luate as necessary.

2. Ue note that the additional monitoring we required of Manufacturer,s
Ditch has apparently identified your NPDES discharge as the source of theelevated metals found downstream of your facility.- ffre flpOfi-p.og.u*r of EpAand.the Iowa Department of water, Aii and Haste 

-Management 
(rofunwr'll-wif i nir"to determine whethen these concentrations warrant an! modification of thelimits of the NPDES permit. ['le have, therefore, foriarded the EpA l.later

Compliance Branch a copy of the analytical data on Manufacturer,s Ditch whichhas been generated under the 3013 Consent 0rder.

3. The EPA a]so agrees that even though no.significant contamination of thebedrock groundwater has been found so iar, som6 remedial measures are now
warranted to prevent the release of additional contaminants from the lagoonarea. Our letter of ApriJ 30, 1.984, has required that.1if,er of tf,. rot-iowlng
be done !1 comn!iance with the Hazaidous waste Reguliiloni i+o-drn zto.L4
and 270.17 and 40 CFR Part 265 Subparts G and K):-(1) submii a part B permit
Application for the lagoons as a hazardous waste treatment, storage or disposa'l
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faci l ity (TSDF); or (2) submjt to our Perrnits Section plans for both closure
and post-closure care of the lagoons. In vjew of the construction of the
1a_goons, their hydrogeologic setting, and current EPA policy on permitting such
TSDFs we believe that the second of Ehe two is the only realist'it option ior you.

0n August 20, 1984, we received your closure p
facility documents. t,le will be reviewing them in t
adequacy relative to Resource Conservation and Reco
t,le will be rev'iewing the the closure plan to determ
the disposal or ultimate disposition of the wastewa
sludge in the lagoons, and soils irnmediately undern
lagoons. It will be the assumption of EPA that all
hazardous wastes as defined by 40 CFR 261, unless d
that they are not hazardous wastes. Accordingly, t
for the disposal or management of these wastes in a

Ian and other interim status
he near future to evaluate
very Act (RCRA) requirements.
i ne i f your submittal addresses
ter in the lagoons, the
eath or adjacent to the
of these wastes wi I I be

ocumentati on 'i s submi tted
he closure plan must provide
ccordance with current

federal and state negulations. Dave Crawford of our Superfund Section w'ill
be assisting the Permits Section in order to ensure that the actions proposed
are consistent with both programs. Since groundwater contamination and soil
contamination exist, the post-closure plan w'i11 have to be submitted to EPA
by November 5, 1984. Any post-closure p'lan submitted would have to meet the
requirements of $265.L17-120 and 9265.2?8,

4. EPA also agrees that some groundwater monitoring will be nequired for some
additional period of time. However, at the pnesent time EPA does not believe
that a GC/MS scan is warranted on the gr"oundwater samples. If other organic
contaminants were still suspected as a cause of the Total 0rganic Carbon
(T0C) concentrations reported in M[,l #5, we would have recommended a priority
pollutant scan. As you know, EPA analyzed the second series of groundwater
samples collected from your wells for priority po'llutants. It was from these
analyses that EPA was able to identify the specific organics for which we
asked you to analyze the last series of groundwater samples. Thus, EpA
believes that we have already determined that the TOC concentrations reported
are not a result of other toxic organics, which have not yet been analyzedfor. The TOC numbers may be the result of natural organic matter present in
the near surface soils percolating down through surface soils into the shallow
groundwaten.

Nevertheless, EPA a
additional monitoring to
result. [,le suggest that
would be to conduct tota
the chlorinated organics

grees that the presence of these organics bears some
assure that mone si gni f i cant concentr.at'ions do not
a very cost effective method for doing this monitoring

I organic halide analyses (TOX). T()X measures for
such as have been found in Mhl #2 and Mt.J #5. The

advantage of TOX, which is a newer analytical technique, over TOC is that TOX
is not generally thought to be attributable to naturally occurring, nontoxic
organics, such as TOC may be. t,Je believe that inital]y-both fOC inO TOX should
be run on groundwater samp]es in order that we can determine how much of the
TOC would also be reported as TOX. Once this has been done we would then
consider dropping back to TOX only. If TOX concentrations were to rise,
more specific priority pollutant analyses would then be required.
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In the last paragraph of your letter of August 17, 1984, you indicated
that you intend to deal solely with Iowa Department of Water, Air and I'laste
Management (IqHAIJM) on future matters regarding RCRA. Because you receive
correspondence and requests relating to RCRA from both this Agency and IDI,JAI'IM,
you may be confused on the authority and responsibilities of each agency. At
this time IDI{AI'IM does not have RCRA ssuance
it i s esseffiTlT-tfi'afvou pFilTaE-at t on reg
and Superfund (uncontrolled site) matters to this Ag
to issue or deny permits is granted to Iowa, you will be so advised.

denial authority. Therefore,
ffi'lng HCR'A permit matters
ency. t{hen the authority

I would like to thank you and
the degree of cooperation you have
Dave Crawford wi I I be your contact
Degner will be your contact in the
if you have any questions.

cc Bi I I Youngqui st, IDI'IAI.JM

Peter Hamlin, IDIIAUM
Robert Campbell, IDI.lAlilM

Terracon Consultants, Incorporated, for
both continued to give on this project.
in our Supenfund Section. Dr. Dennis
Permits Section. Please contact either

Sincerely yours,

triobert L. Morby
hief, Waste Management Branch
ir and Haste Management Division


